representative of the genus Homo. However, certain measurements and observations for Australopithecus sediba mandibles presented are incorrect or are not included in critical aspects of the study. When correctly used, these data demonstrate that specimen LD 350-1 cannot be unequivocally assigned to the genus Homo.
S
pecimen LD 350-1 is substantially similar to mandibles of australopiths in dental dimensions, corpus size, and anatomy ( Fig. 1) . Despite its generally australopith-like morphology, Villmoare et al. (1) attribute LD 350-1 to Homo because of (i) the parallel alveolar and basal corpus margins, with corpus height at P 3 only slightly more than at M 2 ; (ii) the posteriorly directed mental foramen; (iii) the posteriorly positioned anterior margin of its ascending ramus; (iv) the nearly vertical buccal walls of its M 2 and M 3 ; (v) the buccolingually narrow and relatively salient cusp apices; (vi) the mesially tapered M 2 and M 3 compared to australopiths; and (vii) its mesiodistally short M 3 .
Parallel alveolar and basal corpus margins are found in the Australopithecus sediba specimen MH2, contrary to Villmoare et al., who provide inaccurate P 3 and M 2 corpus height measures of 31.1 and 27.0 mm, respectively [ (1)], but the specimen is a subadult (3), so corpus depth cannot be reliably established at the level of M 2 . In addition, several specimens of early Homo show anteriorly divergent alveolar and basal corpus margins, so parallel corpus margins cannot be considered an exclusive indicator of Homo. The mental foramina in MH1 and MH2 of A. sediba are oriented predominantly laterally (not anteriorly in MH2, as inaccurately reported by Villmoare et al.), similar to nearly all specimens of early Homo, with a slight posterior orientation similar if not identical to that of LD 350-1. The origin of the ascending ramus is distinctly posteriorly Dental characters and measurement also do not support such an assignment (Fig. 1) We do not assert that LD 350-1 should be allocated to A. afarensis or to A. africanus, nor do we contend that LD 350-1 belongs in A. sediba, although the evidence cannot reasonably reject these hypotheses. Rather, we would urge caution when assessing the taxonomic affinities of such isolated remains, because at present we cannot be certain what the rest of the dentition, skull, or skeleton of LD 350-1 might have looked like.
